
.Dear Jeffrey 4/:>/94 

I v/roto you early yesterday morning but did nht have time to read and correct 

what I wrote. Then the mail came, with your letter of the 29th. I appreciate it and 

thunk you for it. 

You, singular or as plural an you’d like, will be welcome almost any time. I 

liave not driven out of Frederick since 1977 because it is not safe for me. Y/e fire 

away from homo only, usually, for shopping or medical appointments. But try to remem- 

ber that because I cannot avoid being wide awoke quite early 1 try to be abed by 6. 

I do not remember if when you were here Ifd written an Afterword for h¥VER AGAIN! 

or not. I know I had the material 1 used in it. In general ^ liave the book's editor's 

approval for it and as usual I've written more than ^ think will be used, to leave a 

fuller find better record for history. (Did I tell you that with th: onset of so much 

tliat I've teen lucky to survive I decided tliat the best use I could make of the time 

tliat remains for md is to try to make such a record as best I can? I'll be 81 Friday.) 

When the student can resume typing I'll give that to her first. I think the new and for- 

merly suppressed information in it is important. It is an unpublished hearing from the 

house assassins committee*s medical panel and a few staff investigatory reports and 
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memos. And, I'm happy to say, it confirms wliat I'd written. I learned from my source 
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when ho phoned me yesterday that his source was a woman of whom I'd never heard. And 
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I've never met my sourcei It is wliat on almost any other subject could beexpected to 

be headlined. 

Perhaps to the degree possible J- liave answered your question, will someone stumble 

solution, I think not. But an understanding of what happened, I tliinlc so. Better under- 

standing because enough of an understanding lias long been available outside the books 

tliat theorize solutions. When you arc here I'll tell you about it, what is new in 

HiHVim AG Alii! Fantastic how this formerly suppressed information confirms wliat I'd 

writtenlAnd how many it incriminates in lying about the assassination, officials, or 

those in official positions. 

On the new information, Jim bQ3ar believes tliat much is wliat had already been 

disclosed. However, some of it is new and he tells me that John Neuman i3 working it 

over industriously. Good man to do it!! 
Ok r/ 

If you can help me place these lengthy article^ that /ould be a big help. The 
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one, "Senator Bussell Dissents," goes into his and Cooper'spefusal to agree to the 

single bullet theory, known but little known, w.'/th new information from their files. 

It also goes into how they were conned, li ow the record Russell believed he was making 

for history was memory-holed by Rankin at least, it has wliat Russell prepared for 

reading at an executive session he'd forced, and it even lias Russell's AA's of LA's 
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evaluation of my books agreeing ..ith liim, the way it was put. I have these documents if 

a Inagazino would like to use them. 

The say Rankin did it wan to pretend to have the co^t reporter there when in fact 

he avoide-t that. Russell and I presume hooper thus believed that their words were 

being taken down when they sere not. Snd then Rankin had a phony transcript prepared. 

I did use tliat in my third book but so few people have seen it. The only good story 

on it tiiat I remember was ^olin Hanrahan's in the Ppst and 1 think he made no mention 

of that, that his story was based on the transcript of an earlier. executive session I 

print in facsimile in that book. Grtf” & ^ 

RanidLn early on pulled the same caper, when they had the lexans up on reports that 

Oswald had worked for the FBI. transcript but two of the Texans, ^ean Storey and 

Henry Wade, former Dallas DA who remains my friend, told me they believed Rankin had 

a stmographer taking it down. He did not and then the phony story of that S172 or 

1i79 number was used. Rankin substituted a memo I got years ago for the transcript, 

and he had the correct number in it. I gave that to Newman last year, ^t fit3 with wliat 

he is worldLng on. Was then in any event, ^t was not an FBI number and it is consistent 

with CIA numbering. Confidential for now. Everybody seems to liave misded that. % copy 

and much else like it was ±ta± stolen, apparently by the Baltimore cop v/orking for 

Aiarrieon ^vingstone. I remember the number and the record and Wewman was abld to 

retrieve it from the Commission's files. 

But we do no l t known the me 'nine that con fairly or responsibly be given to 

that Information now. ^erhnps Aiewman may know by now.I do not. Tliat is why I did not 

use ^for now 17-8 years. 

To simplify an answer to your question, I doubt the crime will ever be solved now. 

But unquestionable proof that the government ^never investigate th'.r JP&BI crime and never 

intended to and to a l’irge degree, those involved, those with guilty knowledge, those 

who- went along withfl: it, are named, most of all now in NEVER AGAHI!Include in this 

those who laiew the official mythology was exactly tliat. Newjt names on that in this 

Afterword, with specifics on the evidence lied about. All those at the autopsy knew, 

I liave a relevant affidavit by one, and a fair number inside the FBI knew almost im- 

mediately.Or, I think tills Afterword, particularly after what is in tliat book, is both 

impo±tant and exciting. Shocking, too. . j 

I think your understanding of all will bo ohnaeed if you read the transcript of 

tlfl* Commission's 1/22/64 executive session in Post Mortem, beginning on page 475* 

When the government decided to give it to me rather than risk the attention it could 

liave gotten in a lawsuit they did not use the coiiirt-reprting firm whose stenotypist 
Ajb^Sy^'/ 

tool: it awetf. They used a DoD stenotypist who did not get all of it, like some of the 

names and a fev: words straight, like "experimental" for "supplemental". But is is clear. 

They were terrified of the FBI and went with wliat it said. Best, 



I've read tlirough Cliapter VI, Never A^ain!-Again of Case Open and I write because 

I will not have time when * get them to mail out* So I will not forget, I believe that 

script, I raise two questions I fink should get some public discussion. One is the mis- 

uses of "science" Failure Analysis st yle in criminal/political cases and the' other is 

such endorsements as Random house got from those with reputations but without the knowl 

legge required for honest opiniinns. When you've finished vdiat remains of this chapter, 

and pictures and citations are eliminated, you'll see enough of the first of these 

questions. 

It raa.v^not be cany for you to believe, but believe me I had the book completed and 

sent before your review appeared. As I did with other information, I sent adds and in- 

serts up. Some were include.;, Host were not. You were both ways, added and not added. 

The book is shot full of errors I caught twice and were not corrected. I ask you 

to keep all of this to y urself. I want no arguments or tliis kind of controversy about 

which nothing can now be done. I caught them in the retyped and realljr gutted ms. and 

in the page proofs and 1 returned both rapidly. I have no explanations. I had agreed 

in advance to diting because I hcctune aware of repetitions I did not intend for emphasis 

and wanted them eliminated. They were not. Instead about 80^ was just cut almost all in 

the form of entire cliapters. Where the "as we have seens" refer to what had been elimin- 

ated I noted that for correction, too. But those corrections also were not made. More 

than I'll go into were not made. Including the omission of any tbble of contents. Of 
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the most graphic pictures^ too, as I'll show you when you are here. If you question my 

opinion of the power of the uncut ms. please ask Dave Wrone, historv prof., Univ. Wiscon- 

sin, Stevens foint, 715—314-8148. He is one of two history pro'D, friends to whom I gave 

copies of tli rondi draft and constituted the peer review 1, not any publisher, sought. 

Based on some rather difficult experiences when 1 was rather young I think, work 

and act in terms of what I tliink of as using the opponents's strength against them, as 

intellectual judo. this case the strength is Random House's and Posner's, with all 

the attention he ~ot. With any controversy not diminished by such petty tilings as exits 

in the book as it appeared, the possibility of attention to it wa3 considerable. That 

would liave meant attention to the book as written with$(it tliis unexplained cutting. And 

that, among other things, could liave placed assassination controversy in terms of the 

official evalence itsJ^f on a vastly different level. I used Posner to exculpate Os- 

wald, with the official evidence itself, /hid did that, too. Although ^ had never done 

that with such explicitness earlier. I think tte New York thought was that it was so 

powerful it would be powerful enough cut to hell so it could be soi-d for less. Ikrt rjot 

liaving been told T do not know. But I do assure you that I did catch the added mistakes 

soravi of which are directly attributable to the retypin '; being done by someone who had 

aside from the ssassination, anuj/ on that this is over so much less tlian is in th immu- 

ne ver used a computer before. You should 


